The unit cell parameters, infrared and UV-Vis spectral data reported in the paper by 
, since the first report on these compounds by Rosenheim and Cohen 1 appeared in 1901. This century long research has enhanced our understanding of the synthetic aspects, spectral characteristics, structural features and material applications of the MHg(SCN) 4 compounds. In these compounds which exhibit a three dimensional polymeric structure (Table 1) , the thiocyanate anion functions as a bridge between a bivalent 3d metal ion namely M(II) and Hg(II) ion; the softer Hg(II) is linked to S sites of four symmetry related thiocyanates forming a {HgS 4 } tetrahedron and the bivalent 3d metal ion bonded to N sites of four different thiocyanate ligands resulting in a {MN 4 
} tetrahedron excepting for Cu(II) and Ni(II). Bergman et al from the
Bell Telephone Laboratories demonstrated in 1970 that the colourless CdHg(SCN) 4 and ZnHg(SCN) 4 exhibit useful nonlinear optical (NLO) properties CuHg(SCN) 4 crystals and the paper is completely erroneous. To become convinced of this fact it is enough to first have a look at the photograph of the crystals in Fig. 1 in the reported paper. One can be very certain that the colorless crystals displayed in Fig. 1 For formulating the crystals which they grew, as CuHg(SCN) 4 the authors used only unit cell parameters, IR and UV-Vis spectra. A comparison of the unit cell parameters given by the authors (Table 2) , with those reported for the two different polymorphic forms 3, 16 of CuHg(SCN) 4 clearly reveals that the unit cell parameters cannot be that for CuHg(SCN) 4 . Table 2 Comparison of Single Crystal X-ray data on CuHg(SCN) 4 No a (Å) 4 , can be further confirmed from the infrared (IR) and UV-Vis spectral data which in no way resemble the known spectral characteristics of the two known modifications of CuHg(SCN) 4 given in literature [4] [5] [6] 11, 16 .
Since both modifications of CuHg(SCN) 4 are known to crystallize in centrosymmetric space groups, the observed SHG property in the form of 532 nm green emission on excitation with 1064 nm laser beam conclusively indicates that the crystals grown by the authors cannot be CuHg(SCN) 4 .
The questionable nature of the results presented in the title paper is evident from the experimental details of crystal growth, which does not provide quantities (in terms of weight) of reactants, volume of solvent used namely water and ethanol and yield of final product but instead gives an equation (see below eq. 1) for the formation of CuHg(SCN) 4. Immediately thereafter the authors write that 'The solution was filtered twice to remove any insoluble impurities. Then the purity of the compound was increased by successive recrystallization processes'. 5 . A scrutiny of the IR spectrum of each of the compounds described in Ref. 17, 20, 21 gives the first indication that the proposed formula of the compound is incorrect. Each one of these compounds show an intense signal in its IR spectrum in the O-H region which is never to be expected in a AB(SCN) 4 compound which has no oxygen atom in its formula. Another unusual feature is that the UV-Vis-NIR spectra of the alleged compounds CuHg(SCN) 4 17 CuCo(SCN) 4 20 and ZnMn(SCN) 4 21 are nearly identical.
It is not clear as to why the authors chose to grow crystals of a well-known centrosymmetric compound like CuHg(SCN) 4 for investigating NLO property, the green colour of which makes it not very suitable for the intended study namely observation of SHG in the form of a green signal.
It is quite unfortunate to note that in all the three examples discussed in this comment the authors give a chemical equation for synthesis of the compound without taking into account the chemistry of the reactants in the equation, and consequently the experimental evidence for the compounds described is not in accordance with the proposed formula.
